INTRODUCTION
The term willingness to communicate (WTC) was first introduced by McCroskey and Bear (1985) on their paper in the Convention of Speech Communication Association, Colorado (see Khany & Nejad, 2016) . Although, early development of WTC was aimed to portray individual differences to communicate in their first language (MacIntyre, Baker, Clément, and Conrod, 2001; Yashima, MacIntyre & Ikeda, 2016) . WTC itself is seen as a psychological condition and is employed to refer to communication intention or one's readiness to communicate. Khany and Nejad (2016) for example define WTC as "the intention to take part in [second language or L2] communication when given opportunity" (p. 2). They argue that limited opportunity to take part in communication may lead to individuals' passiveness in such a situation because their communication desire is not triggered (see also in Syed & Kuzborska, 2018) .
Willingness to communicate (WTC) is also viewed as a situation when someone is ready to use the target language (TL) they are learning to communicate without force and burden. Many authors, such as Macintyre (2007) , Bernales (2016) and Bursali (2017) , perceive WTC as a situation when second language (L2) learners completed the psychological step to initiate the communication in the target language. WTC can draw on the psychological situation of one's strong desire to communicate in the target language. In other words, WTC may refer to people using TL they are learning without being forced. For example, students who are familiar with a topic of the discussion tend to communicate more freely without any barriers than students given an unfamiliar topic. Indeed, Saberirad, Ahmadi, Fakhrmohamadi, and Sanei (2016) argue that learners who perceive that they are already able to communicate in L2 are more likely to seek an opportunity to communicate.
Besides many literature have sought WTC as individual's intention or readiness to communicate in certain communicative events as discussed earlier, such a term is employed to represent one's choice to remain silent (see MacIntyre & Legatto, 2011) . Within this regard, individual's choice to avoid communication can be considered as an unwillingness to communicate (UWTC) (Burgoon, 1976) . MacIntyre et al. (2001) and MacIntyre and Legatto (2011) argued that one's choice whether or not to take part in communication is particularly determined by several factors including anxiety level, communication competence as well as other personality characteristics (e.g., introversion or extroversion). While these factors remain low or one is characterized as introversion, for example, it is very likely he or she would isolate him or herself from communication.
Willingness and unwillingness to communicate in English as a foreign language (EFL) classroom have been issues for foreign language teachers and learners (e.g. Amiryousefi, 2016; Cao, 2010; Goldoust, 2017; Peng, 2012; Zarrinabadi, 2014; Zarrinabadi, Ketabi & Abdi, 2014) because they affect students' FL learning and achievement. Peng (2012) states that student participation and successful classroom interaction may primarily rely on the degree of students' willingness or unwillingness to use the target language for communication. Several authors have identified contributing factors to WTC. Zarrinabadi et al. (2014) for example found that students reported difficulties in practicing their L2 knowledge due to an uncomfortable classroom climate, the unfamiliar topic under discussion, group size and even that interlocutors did not support them in communicating in the target language. Furthermore, Cao (2010) identified a few factors that contributed to WTC, including students' cultural background, shyness, their troublesome partner, or all combination of these factors in a classroom situation. Instruction, October 2018 • Vol.11, No.4 Moreover, Zarrinabadi (2014) highlighted several factors that promote students' WTC in classroom learning, such as teacher's wait-time, teacher's decision on the topic, the way in which errors were corrected, and that the teacher support can influence students' WTC. Likewise, Amiryousefi (2016) showed that interest and motives to communicate with instructors can also affect students' WTC. They suggest that having an interest can motivate students to make learning enjoyable, increases their involvement with tasks and activities, thereby resulting in active and successful learners. Goldoust (2017) argues that WTC can be developed in an L2 classroom if students were given opportunities to do so. These opportunities would thus encourage students to learn how to use the target language in the classroom. More importantly, as Goldoust suggests, teachers need to motivate their students to practice the target language with their teachers and peers, in the form of interpersonal conversations in their target language. The current study investigates students' WTC across EFL secondary school classrooms in Indonesia, specifically attempting to answer the research question: what are the factors causing EFL students' unwillingness to communicate? The study findings will help teachers and students to understand the obstacles students encounter when communicating in the target language within and outside classrooms. Teachers can then plan and create a better classroom climate, encouraging students to communicate in the target language. METHOD The current study aimed to examine factors contributing to Indonesian secondary school students' willingness or unwillingness to communicate in EFL settings. Particularly, it explores factors causing EFL students' unwillingness to communicate. The study design was based on that of Liu and Jackson's (2008) study, except that it was conducted in secondary school contexts and involved a small number of participants. The questionnaire used for the data collection as well as the method of data analysis was also modified in reference to the current study's objectives. Participants Data for the current study were gathered from an online questionnaire posted on Indonesian secondary school social media, such as Facebook and Twitter. A total of 158 secondary school students voluntarily participated in the study and completed the questionnaire. They were 60 junior high school students and 98 senior high school students aged between 12 and 18. The participants were predominantly female (77.2%), with 122 females and 36 males. Consequently, the findings of the current study cannot be generalized to all EFL students and further research should address this gender issue.
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Data Collection Instruments and Analysis
A five-point Likert scale online questionnaire was distributed to collect the data from the participants. According to Peng (2012) , the use of questionnaire survey to examine relationships of WTC with other variables among EFL students have been a common methodological orientation for research in the field. Although, he argues that such a use of quantitative survey may restrain the exploration of actual L2 WTC in particular classroom contexts (p. 203). It is thus, the further qualitative study is encouraged to address the limitation of the current study.
In the current study, Liu and Jackson's (2008) 1 questionnaire was adopted as data collecting instruments from the participants. The questionnaire involved four constructs, including Unwillingness to Communicate Scale (UCS), Language Class Risk-taking Scale (LCR), Language Class Sociability Scale (LCS), and Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS). In Liu and Jackson's study (2008), UCS itself was designed to examine whether or not students were willing or unwilling to communicate. However, items in UCS may be interpreted to promote positive behavior, in that the alternative responses may be used to predict students' willingness to communicate. For example, 'strongly agree' was given a score of 1 instead of 5, whilst the response 'strongly disagree' was scored of 5 instead of 1 and so forth. In other words, the less willing a student was to communicate, the higher their score was.
Originally, the questionnaire was written in English and it consisted of 70 items. This number of items was considered too many for participants in the current context and thus required a long time to complete. A lengthy and timely questionnaire could potentially impact the participation rate and the quality of data collected (Crawford, Couper, & Lamias, 2001; Deutskens, De Ruyter, Wetzels, & Oosterveld, 2004; Galesic & Bosnjak, 2009 ). Indeed, Crawford et al. (2001) argue that a questionnaire requiring a long time to complete seems to result in "nonresponse rates" or may promote identical responses to the questionnaire items (Deutskens et al., 2004) . So, in reference to the literature and to improve the participation rate and quality of data collected, the current study only selected 29 out of 70 items in Liu and Jackson's (2008) questionnaire. These items were from the three of four scales offered, UCS, LCR, LCS, and each scale was reported to have a medium and high level of reliability. The following Table 1 details the number of items and reliability of each instrument: To ease distribution and target wider participation and to enable automated the collection of the data, the questionnaire was developed in an online format (Wright, 2017 ). In the current study, Google form was developed to facilitate the online survey, and each item in the survey was translated into Bahasa Indonesia. Google form was considered simple and easy in the process of development, and it was viewed easy for the students to complete (Mulyono, Zulaiha, & Ningsih, 2018) . Prior to the distribution of questionnaire, the researchers asked permission from the school Facebook page and Twitter administration to join the page and distribute the questionnaire. After obtaining permission, the link to the questionnaire was posted to the two social media applications
International Journal of Instruction, October 2018 • Vol.11, No.4 and left open for one month. After the one-month period, the questionnaire was closed with 158 records. A spreadsheet was then created from the Google form and downloaded to allow statistical analysis.
The statistical analysis of the quantitative data from the questionnaire was conducted in two stages. In the first stage, the data collected were screened (DeSimone, Harms, & DeSimone, 2015; Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2016) to identify incomplete or missing value in the data and fix them, so that the rigour of the data analyses could be obtained (DeSimone et al., 2015) . Of 158 records from the questionnaire, four records were identified incomplete, and there were two record duplications. In the second stage, the screened data were analyzed statistically. Six incomplete data and duplications were excluded during the data analysis, and the remaining 152 records were analyzed using factor analysis, ANOVA, correlational and regression calculations.
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Students' Willingness or Unwillingness to Communicate
The calculation of factor analysis on 152 records was performed using varimax rotation with two factors as proposed by Liu and Jackson (2008) , including the approachavoidance factor (AAF) and Reward Factor (RF) (see Field, 2013) . AFF highlights the probability of someone approaching and joining particular communication situations, whilst RF depicts a moment when someone values the communication he/she attends when others (interlocutors) listen to, comprehend and show sincere communication intention, or unrewarding because others were perceived to take advantage of them. The items in the UCS were classified into two factors: AAF-UCS (coded as with UCS1) with 26.61% of total variance and RF-UCS (coded as UCS2) calculated as 11.84% of the total variance. Table 2 below presents the results of varimax rotation in the factor analysis. Note. Factor 1 (UCS1) = Approach-Avoidance; Factor 2 (UCS2) = Reward
International Journal of Instruction, October 2018 • Vol.11, No.4 The results presented in Table 2 showed that each item in UCS correlated with the two factors: UCS1 and UCS2. Items 10 to 19 were shown to correlate positively with UCS1 showing coefficients ranging from .367 to .752, whilst items 20 to 29 had a positive correlation with UCS2 with coefficients ranging from .315 to .685. More importantly, there was significant correlation between UCS and its two factors, UCS1 and UCS2 (r-UCS1 = .867, p < .01, r -UCS2 = .772, p < .01), indicating that AAF and RF were necessary factors of UCS.
The positive correlation between UCS1 and UCS presented in Table 3 (r = .352, p < .01) is interesting as it shows that students' unwillingness to communicate was profoundly influenced by the probability of whether or not students decided to stay away from the conversation or on the extent to which students valued the communication itself. When students perceived that the communication was rewarding to them, it was more likely they would join the conversation and vice versa. This finding is in line with the earlier study by Shed and Kuzborska (2018) suggesting that students tended to get involved in L2 conversation with peers they were already familiar or friendly with. Shed and Kuzborska also found that students were shown to avoid to communicate with those who were disrespectful and non-serious peers. To show the general tendency of the UCS, LCR and LCS, as suggested by Liu and Jackson (2008) , the current study calculated the mean, median, mode, standard deviation, minimum and maximum score, adopting Liu and Jackson's (2008) interpretation of general tendency of UCS, LCR and LCR as shown in Table 4 below: Vol.11, No.4 In the UCS, a total score of more than 80 signified a strong unwillingness to communicate, a total score of 60 to 80 indicated a moderate unwillingness to communicate, and a score less than 60 indicated a strong willingness to get involved in interpersonal communication. In the same way for UCS1 and UCS2, a total score of more than 40 was considered as strong unwillingness to be involved in communication, a total score of 30-40 implied a moderate unwillingness or negative behavior and, a total score less than 30 represented a strong willingness or positive behavior towards interpersonal communication activity.
In contrast, LCR was scored differently, with items expressing an unwillingness to risk using English in classrooms assigned an alternative inverse value so that the results show which students were willing to take a risk to use the English language in the classroom. The more risk-taking students are, the higher their score is. For LCR, a total of more than 24 implied high risk-taking, 18-24 indicated an average risk-taking, and a total score less than 18 signified low risk-taking to use the English language in the classroom.
Items in LCS represent students' level of sociability in classroom learning. In LCS, a total score of more than 16 is considered as high sociability in classrooms, 12-16 indicates average sociability, and a total score less than 12 is considered as low sociability. The statistical analysis of the UCS data in Table 5 shows that the outcome of the UCS data ranged from 28 to 87, with a mean score of 53.11 (SD = 9.51), the median of 53, and mode of 53. These findings indicated that half of the participants were strongly willing to engage in a communicative situation that required them to use English. In contrast, the results of LCS ranged from 5 to 15, with a mean of 10.92, a mode of 12, and a median of 11, all of which were below 12, that is the minimum score of LCS, indicating that half of the students were lowly sociable or have a low enthusiasm to communicate in the English classroom. In the same way, students observed to have a low enthusiasm in English classrooms tend to have low risk-taking in learning the language. The LCR score ranged from 8 to 25, with a mean of 16.23, a median of 16, and a mode of 14, all below the average score of 18.
Moreover, the UCS1 score ranged from 11 to 47, with a mean of 27.30, a median of 27, and a mode of 29, whereas the UCS2 score ranged from 12 to 40, with a mean of 25.80, a median of 26, a mode of 29. These scores were below the minimum criteria of the total score, suggesting that around half of the participants were strongly willing to communicate with interlocutors in English and were positive regarding speaking with interlocutors.
To examine if gender played a significant role in students' WTC, ANOVA calculation was performed. Table 6 presents the general tendency of UCS, LCR, and LCS based on gender differences. As shown in Table 6 above, the female students' data range for UCS was 28 to 87, with the mean score 53.82 from 117 female students (SD = 8.96) along with the median (53). This results implied that half of the female students were willing to get engaged in interpersonal communication. More importantly, this was supported by UCS1 output data which ranged from 14 to 47, a mean of 27.97, and median (28). Besides, the UCS2 had scores ranging from 12 to 40, a mean of 25.85, and median (26) confirming the results that most of the students were willing to participate in interpersonal communication and they also have a good attitude towards the communication itself.
On the contrary, the analysis of LCR and LCS resulted that most of the students were have a low risk of using the target language in the classroom and they did not seem to enjoy communicating using English. As seen in Table 6 above, the LCR data ranged from 12 to 23, with a mean score 16.30, and median (16). These data were all below the LCR minimum score of 18. Also, the LCS data were between 5 and 15, a mean of 10.79, median (11), that were below the minimum score of LCS.
Likewise, the data from the male students were similar to the females'. Their UCS data ranged from 28 to 70, a mean of 50.88 (SD = 11.06), and median (52), from 34 male students. The range UCS1 data were from 11 to 39, a mean of 25.05, median (26), and
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On the other hand, their LCR and LCS results were quite similar to the female students. Most of the male students possessed a low level of risk-taking to use the target language in the classroom, and they did not seem to have the motivation to communicate with other students using English. Table 6 above also showed that male students' LCR data ranged from 8 to 25, a mean of 15.85, and median at 15. Additionally, the LCS data range from 7 to 15, a mean of 11.35, and median at 12, all below the minimum score of LCR and LCS scales.
In other words, most of the female and male students in the current study were shown to have a strong willingness to take part in communication. However, their LCR and LCS score were below the minimum score. This indicated that most of them had a low risktaking level to use the English language in the classroom. More importantly, they did not seem to enjoy the whole communication using English with peers.
In order to see whether gender affects these scales, the gender cohorts were defined: 1) Male, 2) Female. Table 7 below presents the results of the ANOVA calculation. The result from ANOVA calculation as in Table 7 above shows that there is no significant difference between gender and students' level of UWTC (F(2) = 1.643, sig = .0197). This finding was also supported by the result of ANOVA calculation for UCS1 and UCS2 showing that gender also did not have any effects on students UWTC and their behavior towards it (UCS1 F(2) = 2.765, sig = .066, and UCS2 F(2) = .907, sig = .406). Similar results were shown in LCR and LCS. As it can be seen in the table above, students' risk-taking level to use the target language in communication was not influenced by the gender differences (LCR F(2) = 1.356, and sig = .261) and their sociability (LCS F(2) = 1.039, and sig = .356).
In summary, these findings showed that half of the participants possessed a willingness to communicate (M = 25.80). However they had little confidence to take a risk to use the English language in the classroom (M LCR = 16.23). Also, by looking at the LCS scale score (M LCS = 10.92), half of the students did not seem to enjoy communicating in English with interlocutors. In other words, although students have a willingness to communicate, they did have enough motivation to use English for communication, because they did not enjoy talking in English with their peers. The findings correspond the earlier study by Peng (2012) and Syed and Kuzborska (2018) . In the study, for example, Peng (2012) found several classroom conditions that promoted students' WTC such as "the mood, emotions, or climate sensed and shared by the class group" (p. 208) in addition to their motivation to use the target language for communication. Peng also suggests that students' WTC would be triggered with they found the interaction meaningful for them. More comprehensively, Syed and Kuzborska (2018) classified some more psychological factors such as pre-occupation, cognitive block and perceived appearance in addition to perceived opportunity, anxiety, motivation, and emotions.
Correlation between Students' Unwillingness with Language Class Risk-taking and Language Class Sociability
Correlational analyses were employed to examine the relationship between students' unwillingness to communicate (UCS), language class risk-taking (LCR) and language class sociability (LCS) as shown below in Table 8 . UCS significantly negatively correlated with LCR (r = -.257, p < .01) and LCS (r = -.385, p < .01), indicating that those students who are less willing to communicate tend to be less risk-taking and less sociable in English class. Similarly, LCS significantly positively correlated with LCR scale (r = .166, p < .05), demonstrating that students who determined to take a risk to use English in the classroom tended to engage more in social interaction in the classroom and vice versa.
The Regression Model
In the current study, a multiple regression analysis was employed to follow up the earlier findings from the correlational analysis, to determine which predictors affected UCS as shown in Table 9 . A stepwise method was used in this regression model. , October 2018 • Vol.11, No.4 The regression analysis revealed that none of the variables were perceived as predictors of the students' unwillingness to communicate (LCR, β = -.198, t = -2.64, p = .009; and LCS, β = -.352, t = -4.69, p = .000). This agrees with Liu and Jackson's (2008) findings, suggesting that LCR and LCS are not the strong predictors for UCS. Students' choice to take risks and to engage in communication does not affect students' unwillingness to communicate in their target language in or outside the classroom. Nonetheless, the more risk-taking or more sociable students are in the English language classroom, the more willing they are to engage in interpersonal communication.Some earlier studies have valued the role of risk-taking strategy to promote learning motivation (e.g. Cheng & Dörnyei, 2007) and to encourage communication in L2 (e.g. Chuanchaisit, S., & Prapphal, K., 2009; Uztosun & Erten, 2014) ).
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR CLASSROOM PRACTICE
In the current study, two factors were examined for their potential to impact on students' willingness or unwillingness to communicate in Indonesian EFL classrooms, including students' risk-taking to use English and their engagement in communication. Findings of the current study have revealed that most student participants possessed strongly motivated to get involved in interpersonal communication in the classroom. Few who avoided such a communication event thought that they did feel comfortable with the whole communication activity or perceived it as meaningless. Therefore, it is recommended that EFL teachers inform their students of the importance of classroom communication and interaction, and their impact on students' life. Teachers should also expose the students to authentic materials that depict the real-life use of the target language. Nonetheless, it is of note that students' risk-taking and engagement in communication cannot be viewed as predictors for their unwillingness to communicate.
